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October 14, 2021 
Annette Vietta-Cook 
Secretary,  
Attn: Rulemakings and Adjudication Staff 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
One White Flint North 
11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852  
 and 
Margaret M. Doane 
Executive Director for Operations 


REF: REQUEST FOR COMMENT PERIOD EXTENSION ON THE NUSCALE STANDARD DESIGN 
CERTIFICATION APPLICATION FINAL RULEMAKING [RIN 3150–AJ98; docket NRC–2017–0029 


With this letter,  I would like to respectfully request that the NRC extend the public review and 
comment period by 75 days (to 180-days total) for the public safety aspects of the NuScale Design 
Certification Application; and by 75 additional days for the common defense, security, and safeguards 
aspects of the final rulemaking.  These extensions are needed due to:  


A. the relative importance of the rulemaking;  


B. the unusually large volume of documents related to the DCA and the physical impossibility of 
reading, reviewing, analyzing and commenting on them within the existing comment period;  


C. the DCA’s apparent neglect of significant threats to common defense, nuclear security, and 
safeguards controls; 


D. the presence of what appear to be inconsistencies and false claims in the DCA;  


E. repeated delays and obstructions to the public review / commentary process; and  


F. a failure to consider and balance the interests of this applicant against other more viable advanced 
reactor vendors.    


I note that the publicly available records in dockets 52-00048 and PROJ0769 for this rulemaking 
appear to be substantially incomplete and inconsistent with the requirement of 10CFR 2.390(b) that 
the Commission (not the Applicant) determine the balancing of interests and withholding of 
information from the public. Consequently, I ask that the two aforementioned 75 day extensions 
commence after the NRC’s DCA records have been reviewed and synchronized with the public portal 
to ADAMS.  


Finally, I respectfully request that a 30 day follow-on public review and comment period be granted 
after the NRC’s initial response to the first set of comment has been published.  


Sincerely yours, 


/ James K Joosten /  


Connect-USA LLC
Tel: 240-899-8992  25131 Chambliss Court,   Gaithersburg,  MD 20882  JKJ@connect-usa.com
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DISCUSSION 


A. Relative Importance - The Commission’s ongoing efforts to update, modernize, and streamline the 
nuclear power plant licensing approval process for advanced reactors is commendable. It is 
important to both public safety and the common defense and security of our nation.  NuScale’s vice 
president of marketing and communications, has said that the company expects to mass produce 
and sell anywhere from 674 to 1,682 reactors between 2023 and 2042.   If their upper estimate is 1


accurate, this represents a new installed capacity of about 99 Gigawatts or roughly the size of the 
entire existing U.S. nuclear fleet that has decades of licensing activity. A 180-day public review 
period for NuScale’s large scale proposal is not unreasonable.  Moreover, the United States 
Department of Energy (DOE) reports that the 12,000-page Design Certification application has 
taken about 42 months for the staff to review and includes more than 2 million pages of additional 
documents for regulatory audits. The staff’s initial decision to set just a two month period for public 
review (now extended to 3.5 months) appears dismissive of the public’s role. The short 3.5 month 
review is also inconsistent relative to other regulatory review times such as the 180-review period 
granted for the 366-page Tribal Manual  and the rulemaking in which 180 days was granted, and 2


the 484 page Proposed Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Facility in Texas  in which 180-days was 3


granted.  


B. Physical Impossibility - The current docket for the DCA is estimated to exceed 82,700-pages. The 
sheer volume of this Design Certification Application precludes a normal member of the public 
from reading it and responding within the NRC’s 3.5 month comment period. There have been a 
number of professional studies on reading speeds for scientific and technical material such as this. 
The average college-educated individual typically reads scientific and technical material at an 
average pace of 149 words per minute, or about 88 pages per day. To simply read the 82,700-page 
docket would require 941 days. This estimate does not include the time needed to analyze and 
write commentary, nor does it account for slower readers in the general public. Without offering 
any justification, the proposed rulemaking establishes an even more extreme 10-calendar day (5-
business day) review period for proprietary information, safeguards information, common defense 
and national security concerns. This comes at a time of heightened terrorist concern. During 2021 
alone, we have seen new open border policies effectively controlled by the cartels, a year-end 
projection of 2.4 million unvetted migrants, 400,000 known “got-aways”, the relocation of over 
100,000 unvetted Afghans, and an $85 billion dollar re-arming of the Taliban, ISIS, and Al Qaeda 
with world class weaponry.  The staff’s establishment of a mere 5 business day period to request 
access to and review the common defense, security and safeguards aspects of the rulemaking is 
illogical and insufficient.     


C. Unnecessary delays and obstructions - Although the proposed rule claims that the public and 
external experts may access the related rulemaking documents via the PDR, the PDR facility was in 
fact closed to the public. Thousands of unexplained inconsistencies were identified between the 
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web version of ADAMS and the NRC’s internal version of ADAMS. Many phone calls to the PDR and 
other staff went unanswered. Many emails went unanswered. Attempts to simply identify what 
documents NuScale had submitted (e.g., a simple index)  were blocked by claims that a lengthy, 
cost prohibitive FOIA process must be used to access them.  
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