
From: Stephen Gliva
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:57:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Gliva

IL 60202
(773) 615-8350



From: Alexander Whittle
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:56:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Alexander Whittle

TN 37115
(615) 972-7677



From: Kevin Vaught
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:55:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kevin Vaught

TN 37013
(615) 399-2841



From: Tom Earnist
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:54:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tom Earnist

CA 90731



From: Randall Esperas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:54:20 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Randall Esperas

OR 97707
(408) 868-8475



From: Joan Budd
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:54:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joan Budd

NY 10570



From: William Edelman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:54:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
William Edelman

PA 19116
(267) 344-8475



From: Russell Ziegler
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:53:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Russell Ziegler

IL 60516
(630) 795-0717



From: Valerie Guinan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:53:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Valerie Guinan

OR 97707
(408) 868-8475



From: I. Engle
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:53:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
I. Engle

NM 88352
(575) 585-0000



From: Michael Lombardi
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:52:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Lombardi

PA 19054
(215) 547-7096



From: William DuSold
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:52:32 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
William DuSold

MD 21061
(410) 544-1583



From: Kathryn Christian
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:51:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kathryn Christian

CO 81501
(970) 986-9245



From: Gary Gall
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:51:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gary Gall

CA 93428
(805) 458-4535



From: Ellen Halbert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:51:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,
Ellen Halbert

MD 20630
(555) 555-5555



From: Marya Zanders
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:51:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marya Zanders

IA 52544
(555) 555-5555



From: Sam Sheldon
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:45:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sam Sheldon

OR 97230
(503) 257-9486



From: Joan Smith
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:44:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joan Smith

CA 94904
(415) 345-6789



From: Donna Blue
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:44:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Donna Blue

KY 40502
(859) 554-5014



From: Lisa Mell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:44:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lisa Mell

PA 19147
(215) 922-5022



From: Dawn Albanese
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:43:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dawn Albanese

IL 60007
(630) 965-5605



From: Patrick Maloney
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:42:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:patrickjj@sbcglobal.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Patrick Maloney

IL 60657
(773) 975-1123



From: Virginia Davis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:42:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal Register (NRC-
2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new
technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Virginia Davis

WA 98072
(425) 555-4321



From: Rich Siegel
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:42:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rich Siegel

FL 33334
(954) 319-7952



From: Mina Connor
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:41:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mina Connor

NH 03053
16035571583



From: Chris Beal
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:41:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Chris Beal

TX 78040
9213434



From: Bryan Bennett
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:41:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bryan Bennett

GA 30144
(770) 924-2992



From: Cynthia McNamara
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:41:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Cynthia McNamara

NM 87125
(505) 111-1111



From: Bryna Pizzo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:40:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bryna Pizzo

MO 63128
(314) 416-4096



From: Charles Davis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:40:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Charles Davis

NJ 08618
(609) 695-1714



From: Don Hawkins
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:38:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Don Hawkins

PA 15104
(000) 000-0000



From: lj okadlek
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:38:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
lj okadlek

NY 12487
(212) 561-0602



From: Lynne Teplin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:37:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lynne Teplin

NY 10708
(914) 000-0000



From: Carolyn Pettis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:36:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Pettis

CA 91350
(555) 555-5555



From: Ann Coffey
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:36:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ann Coffey

ON K1L5N5



From: Esther Boyd
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:35:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Esther Boyd

CA 94602
(501) 915-8960



From: Steven Miller
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:35:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Steven Miller

AR 72641
(870) 754-0029



From: Frances Larson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:34:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Frances Larson

CA 94044
(650) 355-5046



From: Kenneth Ruby
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:33:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kenneth Ruby

NH 03079
(603) 555-5555



From: Ronnie Perry
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:32:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ronnie Perry

HI 96744
(808) 551-7356



From: Kat Stephens
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:31:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kat Stephens

CA 95409
(707) 571-1532



From: Mona Kandeler
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:31:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.  Every
time I  see the news. I see more downsizing of protections.  So NO NOT AGAIN!

Sincerely,
Mona Kandeler

KS 66044
(210) 849-5144



From: Julie Skelton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:30:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Julie Skelton

MI 48111
(734) 697-8915



From: Bonnie Murphy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:30:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bonnie Murphy

IA 52241
(319) 351-7474



From: Dr. Virginia Jones
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:30:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dr. Virginia Jones

MI 49004
(269) 344-9124



From: erin garcia
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:30:26 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
erin garcia

CA 91403
(818) 986-4544



From: Ken Loehlein
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:29:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ken Loehlein

WA 98665
(920) 737-2388



From: Paul Allard
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:29:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Paul Allard

ot De128eg
01827373829



From: Paige Harrison
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:29:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Paige Harrison

NY 10024
(212) 595-4930



From: George Stradtman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:28:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
George Stradtman

PA 19027
(215) 635-9771



From: Ron Rattner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:27:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ron Rattner

CA 94109
(415) 567-1444



From: Timothy Schacht
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:27:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal Register (NRC-
2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new
technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Timothy Schacht

MI 48230
(313) 884-0263



From: M S
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:27:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
M S

NY 10011



From: Dorothy Brooks
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:27:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dorothy Brooks

TX 76013
(111) 111-1111



From: Paula Frighetti
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:25:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Paula Frighetti

AZ 85710
(520) 885-8899



From: Brenton Barnes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:24:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Brenton Barnes

CA 92646
1-714-965-1927



From: Sandra Cole
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:23:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sandra Cole

WA 98684
(360) 254-4676



From: Nancy Morris
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:23:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancy Morris

WA 98177



From: Don Thompson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:23:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Don Thompson

MA 02139
(857) 212-6864



From: David Hayes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:23:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
David Hayes

MA 01970
(617) 529-3345



From: Janice Foss
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:23:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Janice Foss

CA 94564
(510) 848-2497



From: Norm Conrad
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:22:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Norm Conrad

WA 98274
(360) 899-4522



From: tia pearson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:22:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
tia pearson

HI 96786
(808) 306-4156



From: Arun Toke
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:22:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Arun Toke

OR 97403
(541) 342-4589



From: denise giroux
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:22:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
denise giroux

MA 02050
(781) 837-4835



From: Leslie Lomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:22:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Leslie Lomas

CO 80304
(303) 449-0868



From: Lisa Appleton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lisa Appleton

VA 24138
(540) 808-6444



From: Leslie Lomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Leslie Lomas

CO 80304
(303) 449-0868



From: Nancy Moore
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:nmoor02@gmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancy Moore

WI 53705
(608) 230-3251



From: Leslie Lomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Leslie Lomas

CO 80304
(303) 449-0868



From: Harvey Fernbach MD MPH
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Harvey Fernbach MD MPH

MD 20817
(301) 345-1919



From: Leslie Lomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:21:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Leslie Lomas

CO 80304
(303) 449-0868



From: Janice Niblack
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:20:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Janice Niblack

CO 80132
(719) 488-3669



From: Barbara Burnett
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:19:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I absolutely oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal
Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other
new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I implore the NRC to extend
the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not once mention
climate change or extreme weather events. It is arbitrary and capricious as well as unsafe for the  NRC to
promulgate nuclear safety and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions
of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every level of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition, the
Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to only
$13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to sue
our own government and ultimately requiring  fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
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community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and must not be based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The "small" modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all 3 operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. Nor does the
NRC have any experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in reduced regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be totally rejected.

Sincerely,
Barbara Burnett

VT 05602
(802) 223-1777



From: Laurette Culbert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:19:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Laurette Culbert

WA 98107
(206) 783-5330



From: Kelly Allison
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:19:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Weakening this rule just makes us less safe.  I do not want an American version of Chernobyl.  Do not allow
corporate profit based decisions overrule our safety.

Sincerely,
Kelly Allison

MD 21811
(410) 208-2772



From: Eric Lemberg
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:19:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Eric Lemberg

WA 98117
(206) 784-8363



From: Carolyn Ludwig
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:18:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Ludwig

MI 48067
(248) 545-0662



From: Carol Taylor
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:18:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Taylor

CA 93023



From: Peter Kahigian
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:17:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:peter_kahigian@hotmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Peter Kahigian

MA 01831
(978) 891-3232



From: Carol Fletcher
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:17:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Fletcher

MI 48103
(734) 663-8649



From: Bruce Scharf
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:17:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bruce Scharf

CA 92563
(928) 300-6653



From: roberta e. newman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:17:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
roberta e. newman

CA 94941
(415) 302-1723



From: Jean Gore
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:16:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jean Gore

CO 80303
(720) 562-8167



From: Edward Norkus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:16:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Edward Norkus

NJ 08091
(856) 767-5988



From: Frances Goff
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:16:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Frances Goff

CA 91107
(626) 345-5355



From: Julie Squire
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:16:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Julie Squire

MO 64133
(816) 313-6091



From: Lee Hutchings
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:16:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lee Hutchings

TX 76301
(940) 923-2981



From: Cara Melbye
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:14:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I strongly oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal
Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other
new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Cara Melbye

NY 14215
(416) 757-7776



From: Monica M Gallicho
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:14:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Monica M Gallicho

CA 94521
(925) 672-5630



From: Laura Silverman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:14:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Laura Silverman

NY 10994
(845) 624-1094



From: Pamela Shaw
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:13:25 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Pamela Shaw

OH 45216
(513) 806-9363



From: Daniel Kurz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:13:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Daniel Kurz

NJ 08831
(609) 409-6189



From: Margery Winter
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:13:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Margery Winter

OR 97520



From: Steve Overton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:13:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Steve Overton

ot LE19 3GP
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From: Michael Sarabia
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:12:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Sarabia

CA 95207
(209) 477-4729



From: Lorraine D. Johnson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:12:20 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lorraine D. Johnson

WA 98125
(206) 722-8922



From: Nancy Ellingham
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:12:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancy Ellingham

WA 98040
(425) 746-5205



From: Maria Asteinza
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:11:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Maria Asteinza

NY 11375
(212) 712-6266



From: Mary White
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:11:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mary White

MI 48104
(734) 662-6464



From: Diane Vandiver
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:11:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Diane Vandiver

IL 60440
(630) 759-8575



From: naomi zuckerman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:11:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

I am wondering if any of members of this commission have ANY understanding of the magnitude ofnz nuclear
threats to humanity or committment to the their responsibility to respect and uphold their sworn duty to protect the
public health,  humanity, and life in general.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
naomi zuckerman

CA 95589
(707) 223-4982



From: Brian Ainsley
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:11:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Brian Ainsley

FL 32714
(407) 734-1630



From: suzi young
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:10:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
suzi young

CA 94937
(415) 663-9551



From: Matthew Franck
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:10:52 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Matthew Franck

NJ 08904
(732) 309-0520



From: Jennifer Scott
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:10:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Scott

FL 33931
(239) 823-9940



From: Patricia Wynn
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:10:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Patricia Wynn

FL 33186
(305) 662-8999



From: Maj(R) Douglas Gendron
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:10:20 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Maj(R)  Douglas Gendron

AL 36360
(334) 774-0946



From: Larry Morningstar
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:09:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Larry Morningstar

OR 97540
(541) 535-3140



From: Lynne Harkins
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:08:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lynne Harkins

CA 93428



From: Steve Rusk
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:08:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Steve Rusk

OH 45891
(567) 259-3306



From: Robert Edwards
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:08:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Edwards

WA 98033
(425) 889-0821



From: John Petroni
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:07:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John Petroni

CA 94530
(510) 527-2955



From: joy baker
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:07:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
joy baker

CA 94121
(415) 897-5316



From: Karsten Mueller
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:07:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Karsten Mueller

CA 95061
(831) 359-5931



From: Sandra Naidich
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:06:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sandra Naidich

NY 11215
(646) 221-6082



From: Masaaki Takeuchi
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:06:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Masaaki Takeuchi

ot 6570068



From: Susan Proietta
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:06:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susan Proietta

PA 19111
19111



From: Jill Davine
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:05:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jill Davine

CA 90232
(310) 999-9999



From: michael daveiga
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:05:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
michael daveiga

CA 94518
(925) 768-4689



From: Bill Ridgeway
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:05:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bill Ridgeway

PA 18504
(570) 346-4144



From: celeste davis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:04:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
celeste davis

OK 73120



From: Lillian Nordin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:03:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lillian Nordin

WI 54636
(608) 498-2578



From: Bo Svensson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:03:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bo Svensson

CA 95401
(707) 528-2485



From: beth estelle
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:03:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
beth estelle

CO 81301
(970) 247-1360



From: Doyle Rood,D.C.
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:02:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:doylerood@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Doyle Rood,D.C.

CA 95403



From: Georgii Billiris
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:02:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Georgii Billiris

GA 30307
(404) 895-4523



From: David LaVerne
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:02:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
David LaVerne

PA 18519
(570) 489-8409



From: Joseph Shulman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:01:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joseph Shulman

CA 92115
(619) 286-7754



From: Lynn C. Lang
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:00:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lynn C. Lang

MN 56303
(320) 202-0341



From: michael daveiga
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:00:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
michael daveiga

CA 94518
(925) 768-4689



From: sandra geist
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:00:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
sandra geist

CA 95060



From: Alex Fierro-Clarke
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 2:00:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Alex Fierro-Clarke

CA 90026
(954) 937-8685



From: lucie mayer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:59:52 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:luciemayer@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
lucie mayer

QC J0R1T0
(438) 838-3771



From: Carol Sills
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:59:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Sills

WI 54202
(920) 854-5072



From: Robert Oberdorf
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Oberdorf

FL 33322
(123) 456-7890



From: Stephen Schoo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Schoo

CO 80513
(970) 214-1868



From: Holly Kukkonen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Holly Kukkonen

IA 52240
(319) 400-7741



From: L N
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
L N

CA 92627
(818) 972-9833



From: rocio lario
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
rocio lario

FL 34117
(239) 348-1984



From: Doug Yamamoto
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:58:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Doug Yamamoto

CA 94706
(510) 524-5189



From: Charley Bowman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:57:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Charley Bowman

NY 14068
(716) 908-8227



From: Gabrielle Swanberg
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:57:47 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gabrielle Swanberg

CA 94954
(707) 483-8247



From: Andrew & Kathleen Wittenborn
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:56:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Andrew & Kathleen Wittenborn

NY 10570
(914) 769-9018



From: Kathy Nickodemus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:56:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kathy Nickodemus

NM 88005
(575) 647-8678



From: Eric Edwards
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:55:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Eric Edwards

IL 60185
(630) 555-1212



From: Peter Broderson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:55:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Peter Broderson

FL 32309
(850) 877-5737



From: Loretta Kerns
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:54:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Loretta Kerns

OH 44410
(330) 637-1814



From: Shelby L. Hood
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:54:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Shelby L. Hood

TN 37064
(615) 807-2754



From: Greg Espe
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:54:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Greg Espe

WA 98115
(206) 523-5900



From: Nolan Turner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:53:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nolan Turner

CA 95123
(408) 225-1129



From: Karen Kravcov Malcolm
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:53:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Karen Kravcov Malcolm

AZ 85262
(480) 429-5000



From: Anna Hennelly
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:52:26 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Anna Hennelly

CA 90039
(323) 532-3237



From: John Paladin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:51:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John Paladin

CA 91380
(661) 255-3585



From: Caren Thomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:51:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:carenct@hotmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Caren Thomas

IL 60630
(000) 000-0000



From: Shari Hawk
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:51:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Shari Hawk

IA 50021
(515) 964-5358



From: Mari McShane
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:51:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mari McShane

PA 15218
(412) 286-7835



From: Nancy Boyce
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:50:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancy Boyce

CA 94903
(234) 567-8901



From: Kathy Bradley
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:50:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I stand in strong opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kathy Bradley

SC 29078
(803) 669-1989



From: Randall Webb
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:50:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Randall Webb

OR 97210
(503) 648-0511



From: Jan Hively
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:50:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:hivel001@umn.edu
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jan Hively

MA 02673
(508) 957-2620



From: A. Todd
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:49:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:todd87701@gmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
A. Todd

OR 97404
(541) 912-5611



From: Julie Ford
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:48:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Julie Ford

CA 92649
(562) 296-8799



From: Hal Anthony
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:48:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Hal Anthony

OR 97526
(541) 476-4156



From: Thomas Ferrito
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Thomas Ferrito

CA 95030
(408) 499-1941



From: Jeffery Garcia
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jeffery Garcia

CA 95460
(707) 937-4014



From: Evan Sederquest
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Evan Sederquest

NH 03036
(603) 887-3115



From: Matt Woolery
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:20 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Matt Woolery

CA 94401
(858) 224-8040



From: Kathleen Grossman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Grossman

SC 29621
(864) 642-9694



From: Carol Nugent
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:47:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Nugent

OR 97124
(503) 640-3434



From: Jolynn Loftus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:46:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jolynn Loftus

AR 72205
(703) 338-3335



From: Robert Jehn
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:46:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Jehn

PA 16314
(111) 111-1111



From: CATHY BARTON
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:45:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
CATHY BARTON

MD 21401
(410) 353-9589



From: Vivian Dowell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:44:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Vivian Dowell

OR 97501
(760) 771-9186



From: Ellen Homsey
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:44:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ellen Homsey

DE 19707
(302) 655-9493



From: Kimberly Cresic
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:44:23 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Cresic

MD 21120
(410) 343-3133



From: Ingrid Rochester
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:44:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ingrid Rochester

CO 80106
(719) 494-1561



From: Kris Head
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:43:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kris Head

CA 92843
(714) 555-1212



From: Brad Walker
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:43:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Brad Walker

IL 62223
(563) 209-0522



From: Bernard Berauer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:43:25 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bernard Berauer

FL 34448
(727) 302-2693



From: Gary Mazzotti
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:42:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gary Mazzotti

IL 62625
(217) 487-7832



From: Abdullah Goldstein
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:42:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Abdullah Goldstein

NJ 08361



From: Kym Waugh
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:41:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kym Waugh

CO 80203
(303) 698-2546



From: Jenette D"Alessandro
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:41:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jenette D'Alessandro

NY 11357
(917) 747-1212



From: Marguerite Sgrillo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:41:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marguerite Sgrillo

CA 94806
(510) 223-2742



From: Elizabeth Schwartz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:40:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Schwartz

NY 11106
(555) 555-5555



From: Michele Reed
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:39:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michele Reed

CA 93465
(805) 237-7335



From: Barbara Abolafia
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:38:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Barbara Abolafia

FL 32159
(352) 430-4924



From: Mollie Thomas
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:37:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:grouseridgetower@gmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mollie Thomas

OR 97439
(360) 252-0420



From: Sophie Diamond
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:37:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sophie Diamond

CT 06371
(860) 598-1036



From: Joan H
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:37:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joan H

WI 53556



From: LAURA LEIPZIG
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:37:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
LAURA LEIPZIG

CA 94702
(510) 705-8834



From: alena jorgensen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:36:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
alena jorgensen

CA 91780
(111) 111-1111



From: Angie Johnson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:36:55 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Angie Johnson

WA 98127
(206) 931-5145



From: anguss moss
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:36:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
anguss moss

MN 55432



From: Jane Butler
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:36:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jane Butler

WV 25427
(304) 258-5594



From: Richard Stevenson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:36:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Richard Stevenson

FL 32533
(850) 602-3844



From: Anne Harrison
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:35:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Anne Harrison

CO 80503



From: Penny Heintz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:35:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:pennyheintz@att.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Penny Heintz

CA 95924
(530) 477-1667



From: Maggie Davidson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:35:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Maggie Davidson

FL 33060
(954) 942-8711



From: Margaret Dunn
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:34:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Margaret Dunn

WI 53718
(608) 345-0679



From: Sandra M Zwingelberg
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:33:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sandra M Zwingelberg

CO 80209
(303) 386-4015



From: Thomas Nieland
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:33:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Thomas Nieland

TX 78516
(210) 399-8338



From: Thomas Nieland
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:33:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Thomas Nieland

TX 78516
(210) 399-8338



From: Stephen Mudrick
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:32:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Mudrick

MO 65203
(573) 874-5747



From: Kurt Speidel
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:32:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kurt Speidel

CA 92673



From: Melissa Thirloway
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:32:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Melissa Thirloway

WA 98033
(425) 828-0943



From: Rosemarie Pace
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:31:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rosemarie Pace

NY 11379
(718) 255-1215



From: steven lowenthal
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:31:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
steven lowenthal

NY 10023
(212) 873-5287



From: Sharon Colyar
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:30:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sharon Colyar

CA 93612
(559) 294-7847



From: John R Thayer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:30:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John R Thayer

NM 87712
(505) 429-1206



From: Clarice Hearne
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:30:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Clarice Hearne

IL 60640



From: Jorge De Cecco
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:30:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jorge De Cecco

CA 95482
(707) 463-1653



From: Cindy Borske
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:29:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Cindy Borske

IA 50659
(641) 424-6553



From: Joe Kaleel
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:29:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joe Kaleel

MI 48759
(866) 674-2848



From: Harriet McCleary
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:29:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Harriet McCleary

MN 55404
(612) 870-7332



From: Marcel Liberge
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:29:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marcel Liberge

OR 97533
(541) 916-2554



From: Florence Kelly
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:29:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Florence Kelly

CA 94110
(415) 826-7294



From: Joanne Kundrat
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:28:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joanne Kundrat

PA 19123
(215) 922-3512



From: George Lewis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:28:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
George Lewis

CA 93402
(805) 528-7303



From: Jean Stevens
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:28:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jean Stevens

NM 87557
(575) 751-0187



From: Ramona Ponessa
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:27:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ramona Ponessa

OR 97411
(541) 347-6208



From: Marilyn Rose
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:27:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:mlwr46@centurylink.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marilyn Rose

NM 87111
(505) 797-0534



From: Ron Parsons
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:27:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ron Parsons

CA 94080
(650) 873-2495



From: Sybil Kohl
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:27:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sybil Kohl

WA 98115
(360) 666-1313



From: Eva Curatolo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:26:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Eva Curatolo

NY 12302
(518) 521-1494



From: Charlene Woodcock
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:26:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I strongly oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal
Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other
new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Charlene Woodcock

CA 94709
(510) 843-8724



From: Lanie Cox
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:26:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lanie Cox

WA 99224
(509) 448-1365



From: Lilinoe Smith
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:25:25 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lilinoe Smith

HI 96741
(808) 635-0130



From: Carlton Russell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:25:20 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carlton Russell

AK 99508
(907) 337-4547



From: BENNIE WOODARD
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:25:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
BENNIE WOODARD

FL 33881
(863) 258-1243



From: a kasbarian
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:24:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
a kasbarian

NJ 07033
(555) 555-5555



From: Peter Ayres
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:24:26 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

 There is little I can add to this letter.  It's insane to not have a solid set of rules and protocals in place that can be
followed for an emergency to protect employee's and the general pulic. If that can't be done, then these newer
nuclear versions should not be built. 

Sincerely,
Peter Ayres

IL 60563
(630) 505-9695



From: Stephen Boletchek
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:24:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Boletchek

NC 27502
(919) 387-9588



From: Tom Howell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:24:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity andty frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even
mention climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate
nuclear safety and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the
climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
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community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tom Howell

SC 29209
(803) 783-6572



From: Katherine O"Sullivan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:24:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Katherine O'Sullivan

NY 10034
(646) 584-6092



From: Gerry Milliken
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gerry Milliken

AZ 86326
(928) 963-5555



From: Lisa Stone
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:32 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lisa Stone

TX 77096
(713) 779-2882



From: Marian Cruz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marian Cruz

CA 94596
(925) 476-5991



From: joe sain
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
joe sain

CA 92071
(619) 449-4327



From: Charles Byrne
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Charles Byrne

CA 94115
(331) 472-7113



From: Pamela Benton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Pamela Benton

CO 80104
(303) 929-1990



From: Mary Loomba
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:08 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mary Loomba

NY 10595
(914) 592-8886



From: Deborah Montero
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:23:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Deborah Montero

CA 95628
(530) 752-8517



From: Roel Cantú
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:22:55 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Roel Cantú

TX 78572
(956) 581-3433



From: Merja Harju
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:22:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Merja Harju

FL 65200
(088) 765-4323



From: judith cohen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:21:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
judith cohen

WA 98112
(206) 333-4444



From: Mana Iluna
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:21:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mana Iluna

WA 98007
(425) 882-2503



From: Darlene St. Martin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:21:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Darlene St. Martin

WA 98273
(360) 424-5207



From: Susan Mirsky
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:21:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susan Mirsky

MA 02461
(617) 332-6896



From: Michael Parsons
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:20:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Parsons

CO 81020
(719) 941-4404



From: Kate Skolnick
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:20:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kate Skolnick

NY 11238
(650) 207-5516



From: Ina Rogovin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:19:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ina Rogovin

NC 11375



From: Michael House
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:17:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected. People
are not disposable. Stop disaster capitalism.

Sincerely,
Michael House

CA 94061



From: Molly Johnson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:17:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Molly Johnson

CA 93451
(805) 467-2431



From: Dorotohy Werne
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:17:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dorotohy Werne

FL 34205
(941) 753-4610



From: Jeff Komisarof
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:17:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jeff Komisarof

MD 20854
(215) 850-5915



From: Randy Harrison
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:17:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Randy Harrison

OR 97402
(541) 463-7534



From: Linda Greene
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:16:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Linda Greene

IN 47468
`



From: Jean Kuntz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:15:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:jeaniekuntz@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jean Kuntz

MO 65010
(573) 657-9359



From: Stephan Hewitt
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:14:28 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephan Hewitt

CA 90405
(310) 450-7803



From: Michael F. Kolassa
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:14:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael F. Kolassa

NY 11238
(646) 785-7947



From: Montie VanNostrand
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:13:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Montie VanNostrand

WV 26222
(304) 000-0000



From: Phyllis Chavez
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:13:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Phyllis Chavez

CA 90405
(310) 396-8108



From: michael earney
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:12:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
michael earney

TX 78704
(916) 546-3883



From: Laurel Davis-Delano
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:11:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Laurel Davis-Delano

MA 01060
(413) 584-8025



From: Arthur Kennedy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:11:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Arthur Kennedy

CA 93117
(805) 968-2379



From: Calli Madrone
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:11:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Calli Madrone

OR 97702
(541) 382-4735



From: Dacia Murphy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:10:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dacia Murphy

AZ 85295
(480) 721-3254



From: Dana May
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:10:32 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dana May

CA 92840
(714) 317-2818



From: Ellen Murphy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:10:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ellen Murphy

WA 98225
(360) 715-9197



From: k. hafer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:09:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:karjane@cox.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
k. hafer

CA 92672
(949) 485-5948



From: Anne Lakota
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:09:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Anne Lakota

CA 94941
(415) 713-4606



From: Benita J. Campbell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:09:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal Register (NRC-
2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new
technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:b_j_campbell@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Benita J. Campbell

PA 15021
(724) 947-2790



From: Madalyn Benoit
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Madalyn Benoit

NY 12106
(518) 610-8425



From: Keith D"Alessandro
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Keith D'Alessandro

MI 48187
17344643980



From: Susan Detato
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susan Detato

VT 05860
(802) 999-9999



From: Douglas Sedon
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Douglas Sedon

MD 20839
(301) 418-0886



From: Chris Casper
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

The day will come when everyone of you will have to face trials for this. Wake up, Putin is not our leader!

Sincerely,
Chris Casper

WI 54481
(608) 848-9777



From: Susan Hamilton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:08:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susan Hamilton

ME 03905



From: John Elder
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:07:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John Elder

TX 78210
(210) 216-3301



From: Brenda J Goode
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:07:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Brenda J Goode

TX 76023
(940) 433-8155



From: Bart Ryan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:07:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bart Ryan

MA 02453
(781) 890-2128



From: donald taylor
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:07:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
donald taylor

CA 95628
(916) 852-8503



From: Sarah Demb
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:07:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sarah Demb

MA 02472
(617) 308-8588



From: Delores Stachura
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:06:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Delores Stachura

IL 62948
(618) 988-8090



From: - Dorthee
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:06:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
- Dorthee

MA 01379
(978) 544-8961



From: Ken Lundgreen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:06:08 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ken Lundgreen

CA 94109
(415) 813-9135



From: James J Fields
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:06:08 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
James J Fields

NJ 07032



From: Edward Cutler
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:06:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Edward Cutler

PA 15228
(412) 341-3641



From: Darrel Follman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Darrel Follman

IL 60130



From: Carol Moss
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:55 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Moss

CA 95816
(916) 443-5622



From: shelley frazier
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:fshell1602@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
shelley frazier

NC 27712
(919) 832-7193



From: Hartson Doak
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Hartson Doak

HI 96782
(808) 542-8695



From: Donna Bonetti
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Donna Bonetti

CO 80303
(720) 565-9291



From: Andra Heide
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:05:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Andra Heide

FL 32571
(850) 969-9435



From: Sharon Lieberman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:04:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sharon Lieberman

CA 95412
(111) 111-1111



From: Stephen King
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:04:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen King

CA 94110
(049) 477-8234



From: Glen Williams
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:04:26 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Glen Williams

CA 96094



From: vicki hughes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:04:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
vicki hughes

CA 92648
(213) 399-7344



From: Marty Brown
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marty Brown

CA 93422
(805) 423-8500



From: Dudley and Candace Campbell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

We are writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dudley and Candace Campbell

CA 91401
(818) 762-4331



From: Johanna Cummings
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Johanna Cummings

NY 14620
(585) 263-2827



From: Katherine Montague
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Katherine Montague

SD 57701
(605) 899-0549



From: ED CIACCIO
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
ED CIACCIO

NY 11362
(718) 428-0190



From: Nancy Kosnar Hartman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:02 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

This issue is fundamentally important to me as well as to millions of our fellow Americans across our country.
Therefor I trust that my comments regarding this critically important issue will be addressed and thoughtfully
considered. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Nancy Kosnar Hartman

CO 80027
(303) 666-7543



From: Kristine Winnicki
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:03:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kristine Winnicki

VT 05143
(802) 875-3115



From: Janet Saupp
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:02:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Janet Saupp

WA 98110



From: les roberts
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:02:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
les roberts

NM 87569
(575) 421-7272



From: Joel Levine
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:02:47 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joel Levine

CA 95482
(707) 356-4099



From: Pat Blackwell-Marchant
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:02:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Pat Blackwell-Marchant

CA 94552
(510) 506-1549



From: Juanita Hull
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:01:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation... This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:utahkittymom@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Juanita Hull

UT 84405
(801) 621-4058



From: Paul Palla
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:01:56 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

EVER HEARD OF THREE MILE ISLAND?  HOW ABOUT CHERNOBYL?

Sincerely,
Paul Palla

PA 17268
(000) 000-0000



From: Huntley Hennessy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.
Please halt and dismiss this terrible plan that endangers us all. Public Safety must the paramount consideration in all
regulations.

Sincerely,
Huntley Hennessy

NM 87031
(505) 715-3951



From: Peter Coleman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected. And
when you ignore public safety and rule in favor of corporate pigs know you are scum that should rot in hell along
with the rest of the illegitimate us government and its enablers.

Sincerely,
Peter Coleman

NY 12155



From: Jean-Francois Fauconnier
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:47 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jean-Francois Fauconnier

WI 54481
(047) 313-8013



From: Paul Lennon
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Paul Lennon

MI 48197
(734) 476-7916



From: Matthew Reardon
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Matthew Reardon

MA 02144
(617) 650-1215



From: Sandra Franz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 1:00:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sandra Franz

IL 60657
(773) 404-2128



From: Elizabeth Scherbak
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:59:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Scherbak

FL 34293
(941) 493-0575



From: Charles Clements
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:59:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Charles Clements

NM 88001
(575) 571-5895



From: Marvin Rowe
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:59:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marvin Rowe

NM 87501
(505) 795-4768



From: Jason Hawkins
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:58:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jason Hawkins

FL 33614



From: Arnold Gore
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:58:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Arnold Gore

NY 11238
(212) 795-6460



From: Richard Stern
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:58:32 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Richard Stern

NY 10023
(646) 642-1019



From: Michael Zamm
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:58:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Zamm

NY 10040
(917) 582-6259



From: Teresa Johnson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:58:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Teresa Johnson

CA 93101
(805) 637-0106



From: Kimberly Seger
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Seger

PA 16201
(724) 354-4659



From: Madeline Helbraun
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Madeline Helbraun

VA 22042
(703) 538-1002



From: Dominique Edmondson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:41 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dominique Edmondson

MD 20772
(202) 434-0675



From: Hal Forsen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Hal Forsen

CA 92672
(949) 498-6489



From: Linda Murphy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Linda Murphy

MD 20782
(301) 277-6544



From: T. F.
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:57:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
T. F.

NY 10016
(212) 000-0000



From: Connie Lippert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:56:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Connie Lippert

SC 29672
(864) 654-3913



From: Tia Johnson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:56:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tia Johnson

NY 10301
(718) 815-5730



From: Deirdre Rose
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:56:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Deirdre Rose

NY 10026



From: Alvera Pritchard
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:56:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Alvera Pritchard

FL 33139
(123) 456-7890



From: Karen Stimson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:56:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Karen Stimson

CT 06477
(123) 456-7890



From: Gregory Tabat
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gregory Tabat

CA 92704
(714) 531-0821



From: Gary Hull
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)... Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gary Hull

UT 84405
(801) 621-4058



From: Phil Klein
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Phil Klein

IA 52241
(123) 456-7890



From: Karen Hadden
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:10 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I strongly oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal
Register (NRC-2020-0101). It would reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Karen Hadden

TX 78748
(512) 797-8481



From: ryk diemert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:04 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
ryk diemert

MO 63775
(573) 517-7144



From: Yves Decargouet
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:55:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Yves Decargouet

CA 95458
(707) 829-8913



From: Deborah L. Hall
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:54:26 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Deborah L. Hall

NM 87121
(505) 315-2537



From: Bill Holt
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:54:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bill Holt

TX 78736
(512) 345-6789



From: Doreen McElvany
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:54:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Doreen McElvany

CA 92210
(760) 837-4787



From: Moe Kafka
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Moe Kafka

MA 02657
(732) 247-4966



From: Victoria Miller
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Victoria Miller

CA 91436
(888) 888-8888



From: John Webb
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John Webb

CA 95570
(707) 362-0085



From: Jane Reiter
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:38 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jane Reiter

WI 53211
(414) 961-7164



From: Stephen Diamond
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:37 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Diamond

FL 33134
(305) 569-9882



From: Lawrence McKinley
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lawrence McKinley

OR 97027
(503) 653-2124



From: Anne Fishef
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:31 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Anne Fishef

MA 02420
(781) 863-8630



From: John Webb
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
John Webb

CA 95570
(707) 362-0085



From: Julie Bush
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:53:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Julie Bush

TX 78414
(111) 111-1111



From: Mike Kappus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:52:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mike Kappus

CA 94116
(415) 312-0343



From: Michael Lahey
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:52:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Lahey

IL 60626
(773) 605-6530



From: chris king
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:52:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
chris king

IA 50010
(515) 441-2392



From: chris king
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:52:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
chris king

IA 50010
(515) 441-2392



From: Karen Barton
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Karen Barton

PA 19010
(610) 525-3784



From: rebecca tippens
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
rebecca tippens

MA 01340
(413) 624-5140



From: Mike Kappus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mike Kappus

CA 94116
(415) 312-0343



From: Cheryl Carnahan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Cheryl Carnahan

NY 14626
(585) 633-1111



From: Mary Froehlich
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:25 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mary Froehlich

NJ 08053



From: Merry Harsh
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Merry Harsh

NM 88061
(575) 534-1152



From: Tim Hayes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:51:01 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tim Hayes

CA 92115
(707) 849-8228



From: Kate Kenner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kate Kenner

VT 05301
(617) 522-6631



From: thomas warner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
thomas warner

OH 45209
(513) 321-1613



From: Michael Potter
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Potter

MI 49236
(734) 668-7016



From: Joshua Angelus
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joshua Angelus

CT 06710
(203) 340-3545



From: Stephen Brittle
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Brittle

AZ 85051
(602) 881-3305



From: Lisa Kellman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:50:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lisa Kellman

CA 94131
(415) 206-1673



From: Michael Worsham
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal Register (NRC-
2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new
technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 C.F.R 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. The NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response, the
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

The NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael Worsham

MD 21050
(410) 557-6192



From: Shirley Ackerman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Shirley Ackerman

KY 40204
(502) 656-9051



From: Timothy Mullen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:43 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Timothy Mullen

MN 55972
(655) 709-8446



From: Wendy Fast
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Wendy Fast

NY 14437
(585) 335-3439



From: Tom Tripp
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tom Tripp

CO 80524
(970) 290-9084



From: Sharon Logan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:24 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sharon Logan

NY 14609
(585) 342-8777



From: David BUTLER
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:23 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
David BUTLER

TN 37076
(615) 874-8253



From: Laurie Hope
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Laurie Hope

PA 19382
(804) 794-2524



From: Kevin Rolfes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kevin Rolfes

TX 78737
(512) 301-0838



From: J Pizzo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:49:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
J Pizzo

CA 94925
(831) 373-0653



From: Jules Moritz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:55 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jules Moritz

OR 97330
(541) 754-0405



From: Coral Cadman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Coral Cadman

CA 94110



From: Nancee Noel
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:47 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancee Noel

AZ 85351
(602) 908-6730



From: Susanne Hesse & Doug Dyer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susanne Hesse & Doug Dyer

FL 32615
(386) 462-5125



From: Tim Fleischer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:30 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tim Fleischer

KY 40204
(502) 614-5558



From: Donald Harland
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Donald Harland

NC 28715
(828) 665-9247



From: john conway
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
john conway

OH 44107
(216) 228-3539



From: Kenneth Bowman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:48:21 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kenneth Bowman

FL 32817
(407) 482-1837



From: William Ryerson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:47:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
William Ryerson

IN 46228
(317) 251-9357



From: Mary Boone
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:47:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mary Boone

TX 76013
(817) 496-1995



From: Rachael Pappano
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:47:12 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rachael Pappano

ME 04459
(



From: Michael C
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:47:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michael C

NH 03833
(555) 555-5555



From: steven daskal
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:47:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
steven daskal

OH 44122
(440) 708-4917



From: Laurel Facey
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Laurel Facey

MA 01349
(978) 544-7178



From: Amy Hutto
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Amy Hutto

CA 94609
(510) 543-6237



From: Mark Boone
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mark Boone

TX 76013
(817) 496-1995



From: Susan Saltzman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:47 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Susan Saltzman

PA 19102
(215) 732-9769



From: Kristin Huntoon
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kristin Huntoon

OH 43206
(517) 256-8070



From: Mary True
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:46:08 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mary True

HI 96783
(808) 315-8266



From: Bridget Chapman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:45:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bridget Chapman

AZ 85226
(480) 917-4845



From: steven daskal
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:45:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
steven daskal

OH 44122
(216) 288-0643



From: Kathleen Ruiz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:45:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Ruiz

OR 97138
(555) 555-5555



From: Alix Keast
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:45:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Thank you for supporting the protection of public health and safety.

Sincerely,
Alix Keast

NY 10025
(212) 362-4341



From: Melvin Armolt
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:45:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Melvin Armolt

PA 17202
(717) 504-6665



From: Jaszmene Smith
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:44:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jaszmene Smith

NJ 08332
(856) 265-7406



From: Lana Franchek
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:44:55 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:Lanatorchlake@yahoo.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lana Franchek

MI 49615



From: Jeffrey Dix
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:44:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Dix

WI 54401
(715) 845-5258



From: William Wurtz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:44:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
William Wurtz

NY 10002
(212) 529-5621



From: Timothy Judson
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:44:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Timothy Judson

MD 20912
(212) 729-1169



From: Rochelle La Frinere
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rochelle La Frinere

CA 92114
(619) 414-4826



From: Michelle Kosinski
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:48 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Michelle Kosinski

CA 93117



From: janet tauro
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
janet tauro

NJ 08724
(732) 295-3874



From: Nancy Wagner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nancy Wagner

KS 66213
(913) 469-5341



From: Margaret C. McHugh
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Margaret C. McHugh

NJ 07871
(973) 729-3596



From: Kate Cloud
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kate Cloud

MA 02143
(617) 776-4704



From: Jonathan Memmert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Memmert

NY 10027
(646) 351-6852



From: Brian Caldwell
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:42:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Brian Caldwell

NY 14883
(607) 564-3346



From: Judy Knueven
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Judy Knueven

PA 15010
(724) 847-2593



From: Richard Han
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Richard Han

MI 48103
(734) 662-3377



From: lyn du mont
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
lyn du mont

CO 80401
(303) 279-4888



From: john guros
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
john guros

WA 98198
(206) 878-0306



From: Zach Kadar
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:05 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Zach Kadar

NY 14610
(585) 334-6001



From: Peter Curia
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:41:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Peter Curia

AZ 85257
(480) 946-5794



From: Liz Dyer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:40:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Liz Dyer

VA 22307
(703) 555-1212



From: Lisa Kagan
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:40:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lisa Kagan

NY 12414
(518) 788-4195



From: Jym Dyer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:40:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jym Dyer

CA 94117
(415) 555-1212



From: George Klipfel II
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:39:53 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
George Klipfel II

CA 92234



From: Elizabeth Dodd
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:39:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Dodd

FL 33498
(561) 470-7336



From: Fran Post
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:39:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Fran Post

WA 98368
(360) 774-2868



From: Robert Lombardi
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:39:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Lombardi

NY 11234
(718) 444-5878



From: Roger Hughes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:39:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Roger Hughes

PA 19551
(610) 693-4557



From: Theresa Moriarty McPhail
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:59 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:tuesday.moriarty@gmail.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Theresa Moriarty McPhail

FL 33763
(540) 589-9293



From: anne heaney
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
anne heaney

NY 10014
(646) 998-3791



From: Kimberly Pettit
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Pettit

UT 84532
(555) 555-5555



From: Tammy Fisher
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:52 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:lilbud79@comcast.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tammy Fisher

IN 46303
(219) 374-9547



From: Joel Masser
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joel Masser

CA 95124
(408) 265-3221



From: Rev. L. Cline
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:revlcline@optonline.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rev. L. Cline

NY 11901
(631) 722-8533



From: Joel Kay
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Joel Kay

OR 97222
(503) 654-5567



From: Daniela Rossi
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:38:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Daniela Rossi

ID 83210
(347) 732-2678



From: Rainbow Di Benedetto
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:37:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Rainbow Di Benedetto

TX 78750
(512) 471-8582



From: Gary Rowland
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:37:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gary Rowland

OH 43701
(740) 450-0253



From: William Gilbert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:37:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
William Gilbert

FL 34607
(352) 442-7101



From: Meredith Needham
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:37:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Meredith Needham

OH 43023
(740) 587-3435



From: Sara Lang
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:
This is insanity!

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
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community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sara Lang

MO 65203
(707) 555-1212



From: Jacalyn Dinhofer
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:46 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jacalyn Dinhofer

NY 10011
(212) 627-3991



From: Yazmin Gonzalez
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:45 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Yazmin Gonzalez

CA 90706
(562) 866-8919



From: Marty Mason
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the Federal Register (NRC-
2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new
technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs.

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Marty Mason

OH 44143
(216) 647-3293



From: PJ Mcdaniel
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
PJ Mcdaniel

NM 87109
(505) 889-7765



From: Dr. Lewis Cuthbert
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:LewisCuthbert@comcast.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Dr. Lewis Cuthbert

PA 19465
(610) 405-2033



From: Nicole Taylor
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:18 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Nicole Taylor

NV 89148
(702) 622-0569



From: Robert Fischoff
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:13 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Fischoff

NM 88062
(505) 577-1668



From: Timothy Larkin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:08 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Timothy Larkin

CA 94109
(415) 921-8824



From: Tony Segura
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:36:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tony Segura

NV 89106
(702) 874-1245



From: Carol Ilic
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:35:06 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Ilic

FL 32963
(571) 215-8615



From: Carol Collins
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Collins

DE 19904
(302) 678-1644



From: N Refes
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
N Refes

NY 10003
(212) 673-5907



From: Darrel Easter
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:44 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Darrel Easter

TN 38135
(901) 385-3565



From: Patricia Loftman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:42 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Patricia Loftman

NY 10025
(212) 939-4389



From: Chris Jacobs
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:40 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Chris Jacobs

OH 44118



From: Samuel Durkin
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:27 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Samuel Durkin

CA 94534
(707) 366-9860



From: Kevin Kamps
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID-19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1,000 millirems (1 Rem) of radiation. This proposed rule
change must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island Unit 2 meltdown disaster of March 28, 1979 proved that large releases of radiation were possible,
ad hoc emergency response measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring
advance preparation and coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring
offsite emergency planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW-e, about one-tenth the size
of Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor (a veritable "dirty dozen"!). As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event
can cause multiple reactor failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3
meltdown caused a hydrogen explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the
potential for a highly radioactive irradiated nuclear fuel pool fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW,
similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-
cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown on October 5, 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Kevin Kamps

MD 20912
(240) 462-3216



From: Gail Lack
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:17 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gail Lack

CA 93906
(831) 449-0322



From: Irene Saikevych
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:irinas@q.com
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Irene Saikevych

OR 97502
(111) 111-1111



From: Bret Smith
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:34:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bret Smith

CA 95063
(831) 334-4505



From: Jana Perinchief
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:54 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Jana Perinchief

CA 95821
(916) 296-0026



From: Carol Book
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Book

PA 17406
(717) 252-6831



From: Janet Maker
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:29 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Janet Maker

CA 90024
(310) 993-8303



From: Robert McCombs
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:25 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert McCombs

CA 95518
(707) 822-9447



From: Stephen Sacks
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:16 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Sacks

CA 93704
(559) 438-4426



From: Carol Anne Fusco
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Carol Anne Fusco

CA 94708
(510) 847-8501



From: Gloria Picchetti
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:07 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Gloria Picchetti

IL 60613
(773) 871-0999



From: Elisabeth Price
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:33:03 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Elisabeth Price

NM 87110
(505) 881-4520



From: Stephen Dickstein
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:32:58 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Stephen Dickstein

FL 34711
13524323281



From: Elaina Hatsis
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:32:09 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Elaina Hatsis

ME 03904
(207) 439-3075



From: P Willa
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:32:00 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
P Willa

MS 39110
(601) 865-7039



From: Peggy Gish
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:52 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Peggy Gish

OH 45701
(740) 592-4605



From: Pamela Gibberman
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:50 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Pamela Gibberman

CA 91402
(818) 893-9020



From: Sally Small
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:34 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

I oppose the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change (Docket ID NRC-2020-0101) to reduce
the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors, “other new technologies,” and production and
utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.
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In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Sally Small

IN 46219
(000) 000-0000



From: Steve Schueth
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:33 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Steve Schueth

IL 60613
(773) 906-5225



From: Margot Lenhart
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:14 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Margot Lenhart

MA 02445
(617) 627-6678



From: António Eloy
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:31:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
António Eloy

ot 7230 045



From: Doris Applebaum
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:57 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Doris Applebaum

MI 48237
(248) 542-2506



From: Shawn Alexander
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:52 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Shawn Alexander

WA 98279
(360) 376-6820



From: Richard Tregidgo
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:39 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Richard Tregidgo

PA 17532
(717) 284-4282



From: Lynn Lavezzi
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:36 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Lynn Lavezzi

OH 44146
Don't give out phone  numbers



From: Josef Wyss-Lockner
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:35 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Josef Wyss-Lockner

OR 97216
(503) 548-7472



From: Tim Duda
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:32 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Tim Duda

TX 78209
(210) 822-4525



From: Ruth Koblenz
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Ruth Koblenz

MO 63109
0



From: Chris Lindberg
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Chris Lindberg

CA 92563
(951) 461-6707



From: MR. & MRS. BRUCE REVESZ
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:22 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
MR. & MRS. BRUCE REVESZ

NJ 07009
(973) 239-7230



From: Bonnie German
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bonnie German

MI 48309
(248) 852-4789



From: Bonnie German
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:19 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Bonnie German

MI 48309
(248) 852-4789



From: Barbara Brown
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:15 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Barbara Brown

MA 01890
(781) 729-2730



From: Grant Fujii
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:30:11 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Grant Fujii

OR 97203
(503) 285-3605



From: David Burns
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:29:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of

mailto:dcb1995@comcast.net
mailto:RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov


harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
David Burns

CO 80027
(303) 665-8543



From: Mark Soenksen
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:29:51 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Mark Soenksen

IA 52742
15636593686



From: Donald Walsh
To: RulemakingComments Resource
Subject: [External_Sender] Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors

and Other Nuclear Facilities--Strengthen it!
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 12:29:49 PM

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (EPZs)

RE: Docket ID NRC-2020-0101: Do Not Weaken Emergency Preparedness for Nuclear Reactors and Other Nuclear
Facilities--Strengthen it!

Dear ,

Commissioners and Staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

I am writing in opposition to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s proposed rule change, docketed in the
Federal Register (NRC-2020-0101), to reduce the emergency preparedness requirements for small modular reactors,
“other new technologies,” and production and utilization facilities.

The scope of this rulemaking could potentially affect millions of people. Because of the COVID19 Pandemic, many
people do not have the time to engage and review it right now. In light of this reality, I strongly encourage NRC to
extend the comment period to 6 months after the end of the COVID-19 crisis.

NRC is proposing to eliminate the requirement of dedicated minimum Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) for the
above-referenced facilities, and for site-specific Emergency Response Plans that must be reviewed and approved by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Instead, the proposed regulations would allow licensees to
determine what the size of the EPZ should be (or whether offsite emergency planning is necessary at all), based on
the probability that people would be exposed to more than  1000 millirems of radiation. This proposed rule change
must be rejected.

Emergency planning requirements have been a bedrock of nuclear safety regulation for over 40 years, since the
Three Mile Island disaster proved that large releases of radiation were possible, ad hoc emergency response
measures are inadequate, and that nuclear disasters present unique challenges requiring advance preparation and
coordination with state and local agencies. NRC has affirmed the importance of requiring offsite emergency
planning on multiple occasions since the requirements were adopted in 1980.

Emergency planning requirements for nuclear facilities will be more essential than ever due to climate change.
Natural disasters that could cause nuclear emergencies, as well as complicate emergency response plans, are
increasing in both severity and frequency. But NRC’s proposed rule and supporting documents do not even mention
climate change or extreme weather events once. It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to promulgate nuclear safety
and emergency planning regulations without taking into account the real-world conditions of the climate crisis.

Emergency planning is part of the social contract for commercial nuclear facilities. It is the very last line of defense
to protect public health and safety when safety regulations, reactor designs, defense-in-depth, and NRC oversight
fail. The public bears the ultimate risk from a nuclear disaster. As the National Academy of Sciences affirmed in its
seventh review of the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR VII), there is no “safe” level of radiation
exposure--every amount of ionizing radiation exposure results in an increased risk to a person’s health. In addition,
the Price-Anderson Act limits the nuclear industry’s collective liability for radiological disasters at its facilities to
only $13 billion. Under the act, victims are left to seek damages from the federal government, forcing the public to
sue our own government and ultimately requiring our fellow taxpayers to pay the bill for the industry’s failures. In
exchange for subjecting the public to what may ultimately be incalculable losses to health, family, career,
community, and home, NRC licensees must create and maintain (and pay for) plans to enable people to get out of
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harm’s way when nuclear safety measures fail and probability estimates prove wrong.

In practice, NRC’s current emergency planning requirements under 10 CFR 50.33 have been demonstrated to be
inadequate in real-world situations. They should be made more stringent, not less, and not based solely on
calculations of risk.

Large amounts of radiation requiring evacuation in the Fukushima Dai-Ichi and Chernobyl disasters extended far
beyond the 10-mile radius evacuation zone NRC requires; in fact, the US government recommended that all US
citizens within 50 miles of Fukushima Dai-Ichi evacuate in 2011. US Navy sailors on the USS Ronald Reagan,
which was involved in relief efforts in the immediate aftermath of the Fukushima disaster, allegedly suffered
illnesses from radiation exposure encountered up to 50 miles offshore. Also, restrictions on consumption of crops
and food in locations more than 1,000 miles from Chernobyl are still in place today, though they are more than 20
times farther from the reactor site than NRC’s current food and water ingestion pathway EPZ of 50 miles.

The small modular reactors (SMRs) and non-light-water reactors (NLWRs) this rule change would apply to are
smaller than the Fukushima Dai-Ichi reactors and Chernobyl unit 4, but they would still contain large amounts of
radiological material. The proposed NuScale SMR reactor design is rated for 50-60 MW, about one-tenth the size of
Fukushima Dai-Ichi units 1 and 2; however, the NuScale SMR currently under design certification review is
intended to be built with 12 reactor units in a single reactor building, making each NuScale plant equivalent to a
conventional large reactor. As the Fukushima Dai-Ichi disaster proved, a single event can cause multiple reactor
failures on the same site: all three operating reactors melted down; also, the unit 3 meltdown caused a hydrogen
explosion at the shut-down unit 4, devastating the reactor building and leading to the potential for a spent fuel pool
fire. The proposed Holtec SMR design is 160 MW, similar in size to the decommissioned Yankee Rowe LWR
reactor in Massachusetts and the Fermi unit 1 sodium-cooled fast reactor, which had a partial meltdown in 1966.

It is arbitrary and capricious for NRC to assume that license applicants for new reactor designs should be able to
exempt themselves from emergency planning requirements solely on the basis of risk calculations. NRC has no
experience regulating many potential reactor designs. 

In addition, by creating a process for “small” reactors to eliminate offsite emergency planning through a cold
calculation of the probability that a radiation release would not be large enough to warrant emergency response,
NRC is opening the door for reactors of any size, design, and vintage to reduce or eliminate emergency planning.

NRC appears to be subjugating its prime responsibility to protect the public health and safety under the Atomic
Energy Act as amended in 1975 to industry financial interests in lightened regulatory burden and streamlined
licensing procedures. The public can have no confidence in this proposed regulation, and it must be rejected.

Sincerely,
Donald Walsh

VA 22314
(703) 548-5742




